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ABSTRACT
THE EFFECT OF PRESCHOOL ON READING ACHIEVEMENT
AMONG KINDERGARTEN STUDENTS
by Reisha Monique McKinney
August 2013
As early childhood education continues to move to the forefront of public policy
debate, more attention is being paid to early literacy. Strickland and Riley-Ayers (2006)
indicated that early literacy and early learning opportunities play a vital role in academic
achievement. This study invested whether there were statistically significant
relationships between preschool attendance based on the reading and language arts scores
from the Georgia Kindergarten Inventory Developing Skills test. The study also
determined if there were differences in the reading and language arts for those who
attended preschool and those who did not based on free/reduced and full paid lunch.
The study was conducted over 9 months, initiating the efforts of 206 kindergarten
students and 17 teachers. An examination of teachers‘ responses using teacher
demographic data sheet, school lunch status, pre-kindergarten status, gender, and
ethnicity for each of the four elementary schools. One way-repeated measures ANOVA
and three-way mixed model ANOVA with time as a repeated measures variable, pre-k
status and free lunch status as between groups variables, was computed to follow up on
the significant chi-square result.
This study revealed through one-way ANOVA repeated measures that lunch
status had a statistically significant effect on a kindergarten achievement. This study also
revealed through two-way chi-square analyses whether the unexpected differences
ii

between students who did and did not attend pre-k (with students not attending pre-k
scoring higher on many of the time 1 test components) and determined pre-k attendees
differed from non pre-k attendees on free lunch status (a common proxy for SES). From
these analyses, it is concluded that pre-kindergarten had a significance on prekindergarten and lunch status. Yet, the analyses did not reveal a significant effect on
kindergarten achievement
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
As a nation, we face a challenge of tremendous consequence that we cannot
continue to ignore (Campaign for Youth, 2010). The economic future of our country
depends on the next generation of youth becoming ready for college, work, and life. Yet,
many of our young people are reaching young adulthood without the skills and
competencies they need to succeed. Millions of youth are left behind, are disconnected
from the societal and economic mainstreams, and are falling into harm‘s way. We
overlook disconnected youth at our own peril.
The future of the U.S. economy depends on the success of our youth. According
to a Campaign for Youth (2010) report, one in three youth who start high school will not
graduate four years later. The report also revealed that more than half of youth of color
in low-income communities has dropped out of school. In 2004, two thirds of large
school districts had four year graduation rates of less than 60%. However, this is not just
an issue of race; nor is it simply an urban issue. Poor Caucasian youth and youth in poor
rural areas also face the same bleak future (Campaign for Youth, 2010).
When most people think literacy, they do not just think of reading and writing, but
ways of acting, interacting, and engaging in the world in many ways. Early childhood
literacy researchers have embraced constructivist and social constructivist theoretical
frameworks to explain literacy acquisition, growth, and development of children (Barnett,
Hustedt, Hawkinson, & Robin, 2006; Schickedanz, 1999). Children take the experience
and knowledge that they have and make connections. These connections shape
knowledge for continuous learning and educational opportunities to occur (Anderson.
1996).
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Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to determine a relationship between students who
attended and did not attended preschool based on the reading and language arts scores
from the Georgia Kindergarten Inventory Developing Skills, (GKIDS) test. Furthermore,
the study will also determine if there are differences in the reading and language arts for
those who attended preschool and those who did not based on free/reduced lunch and
paid full amount.
Statement of the Problem
The number of students entering kindergarten qualifying for early intervention
program services is a strong indication for the need of preschool. While learning can
occur at any age, the early years lay a strong foundation for all future learning to take
place (Jensen, 2005; Sousa, 2011). Without a solid foundation, a student‘s future success
is in jeopardy, even before formal schooling begins. Having prerequisite knowledge and
skills prior to entering kindergarten will ideally improve achievement and success early
in a child‘s academic career (Andrews & Slate, 2001).
Significance of the Study
The fact remains that an achievement gap in K–12 education continues to exist
among socioeconomic, racial, and ethnic lines in this nation despite the best intentions of
parents, educators, policymakers, and the community‘s commitment to close the gap.
National data show that this gap has widened and now exists with preschool students
attending kindergarten at entry and persists as they continue through school (Building the
Foundation for Bright Futures, 2005). Research also indicates that the early learning
opportunities children receive prior to kindergarten play a critical role in shaping their
foundation for success during their later school years (Jensen, 2005).
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This study is significant for several reasons. By establishing a valid argument for
the implementation of preschool program for all four year-olds in the United States, this
research should be of value to educators, policymakers, stakeholders, parents, and
students. To close the achievement gap, there should be a continuum of learning to
ensure that every student makes a seamless transition from elementary, to middle to, high
school with the academic foundation needed to succeed in college and career
Background
The No Child Left Behind Act emphasized the importance of improving the
American education system (Popham, 2004). The mandate requirements stated that all
children must be proficient in all subjects by 2014 and that all teachers should be highly
qualified and trained in the area they instruct by 2016. These are lofty goals;
nevertheless, they have been difficult to attain.
As early childhood education continues to move to the forefront of public policy
debate, more attention is being paid to early literacy. Strickland and Riley-Ayers (2006)
indicated that early literacy and early learning opportunities play a vital role in academic
achievement. Additionally, other researchers have concluded that early learning
experiences increase the likelihood of later school achievement and reduce retention rates
while reducing dropout rates juvenile delinquent incidences, and social-emotional
development. Reducing dropout rates and thereby improving graduation rates, provides a
stronger workforce (Barnett, 2010).
To improve student achievement nationwide, the Federal Goals 2000 and The
Educate America Act of 1994 were established prior to the No Child Left Behind Act
(NCLB; Paris, 1994). The objective of the first goal was to make certain that all students
attending school were ready to learn. The Educate America Act expounded on the notion
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that students will reach higher levels of achievement when the expectations for them are
higher (Paris, 1994). With an abundance of supporting research, there is no doubt that
young children need to learn early literacy and mathematics skills and develop social
competencies in order to have a greater chance for succeeding in school (Zigler, 2004).
There has been an increased emphasis for preschool education due to the
convergence of new findings in neuroscience, child development, and economics
(Jacobson, 2005). Jacobson (2005) and Sousa (2011) both discovered that the early years
of a child‘s development are critical. By the age of 3, the human brain reaches 80% of its
adult size and by the age of 5 a child‘s brain is approximately 90% developed. Children
who do not get adequate intellectual and emotional stimulation during this period are
more likely to fall further behind in school when compared to their counterparts who
received early learning (Jacobson, 2005). Jacobson reported that, ―At the same time,
social scientists have documented impressive gains by children who are enrolled in highquality preschools; they have larger vocabularies, better social skills, and higher
achievement levels than children who do get that extra boost‖ (p. 1). However, with all
of the reform movements and funding sources, the achievement gap is still difficult to
close.
Most aspects of educational success depend on one‘s reading ability; therefore,
reading is important in the development of every child (Jensen, 2005; Pinnell & Fountas,
2011). As early as in the womb, many factors can greatly affect and influence the future
of an unborn child, such as how they receive, interpret, and retain information (Jensen,
2005; Pinnell & Fountas, 2011). Researchers (Jensen, 2005; Sousa, 2011) both suggested
that when 4-, 5-, and 6-year-old children begin school, educators must realize that
children have already obtained a great deal of knowledge about the world and language.
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Students do not come to school as experts; consequently, one of the many challenges for
the public schools is to provide the support children need to improve their learning skills
in order to increase their ability to read as they matriculate from one grade level to the
next. Slocumb (2004) added that public schools face challenges with helping students
who have limited reading abilities to achieve successfully. Additionally, for almost every
benchmark, minorities across the nation are falling behind (Slocumb, 2004).
Strickland and Riley-Ayers (2006) reported an increasing amount of evidence
linking early learning experiences with later school achievement, emotional and social
wellbeing, fewer grade retentions, and reduced juvenile delinquency. All of these
experiences have an impact on the factors associated with adult productivity.
Unfortunately, many of these factors continue to widen the achievement gap among
children who attended preschool and those children who did not attend preschool
(Strickland & Riley-Ayers, 2006). The breach continues to widen because there has not
been a national mandate requiring education of children at the preschool level.
Researchers argue that children who attended preschool have higher academic success
and present more social-emotional communication skills that are critical to educating the
whole person (Collins, 2009; Lumpcik, 2010).
Research Questions
The following research questions guided the study:
1. Are there differences between GKIDS ratings at mid-year versus end of year
that depend on whether students attended Preschool?
2. Are there differences between GKIDS ratings at mid-year versus end of the
year that depend on whether students receive free/reduced or full paid lunch?
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Delimitations
This study was delimited to kindergarten students in four elementary schools
located in a metro Atlanta school district during the 2011–2012 school year. The
researcher collected data from Georgia Kindergarten Inventory of Developing Skills
(GKIDS) that determined the reading ability of kindergarten students. The study was
delimited to a specific population; therefore, generalizations should be restricted to
populations with similar demographics and teacher characteristics.
Assumptions
The researcher assumed all subjects responded openly and honestly, so the data
collected was valid and reliable. The researcher assumed the teachers at each school
followed the directions when administering the English Language arts and reading
components of Georgia Kindergarten Inventory of Developing Skills. The researcher
assumed the school administrators at each school were not biased when administering the
Measures of Instructional Best Practices Instrument (MBPI).
Definition of Terms
The operational definitions for this study include the following:
Comprehension. The ability to understand what one is reading (Pinnell, 2008).
Concepts and conventions about print. The National Institute for Literacy Panel
(2009) defined these concepts and conventions as print conventions (e.g., left-right, frontback) and concepts (e.g., book cover, author, and text).
Developmentally appropriate. An approach to education that focuses on the child
as a developing human being and lifelong learner (Houser & Osborne, 2002).
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Early literacy skills. Skills that begin to develop in the preschool year, such as
alphabet knowledge, phonological awareness, letter writing, print knowledge, and oral
language (Goodson, Layzer, Simon, & Dwyer, 2009).
Free/reduced lunch program. The National School Lunch Program is a federally
assisted meal program operating in over 100,000 public and nonprofit private schools and
residential childcare institutions. It provides nutritionally balanced, low‐cost or free
lunches under the Richard B. Russell National School Lunch Act (U.S. Department of
Agriculture, 2011).
Minority. Defined as non-white students, minorities are racial and ethnic groups
that have limited opportunities disproportionately low compared to their number in the
society (Schaefer, 2008).
Phonemic awareness. The ability to notice, think about, and work with the
discrete sounds in spoken words (Pinnell, 2008).
Preschool. A term used to describe pre-kindergarten education, especially for 3and 4-year-old children (Barnett & Yarosz, 2004).
Preschool readiness. The state at which a child is socially, emotionally,
physically, and cognitively ready to participate in a daily structured educational program
with a group of other children (Holtje, 2002).
Title I. The section of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 that
focuses on improving the academic achievement of disadvantaged students (Stichter,
Stormont, Lewis, & Schultz, 2009).
Summary
Federal educational policies are constantly being revised. The revisions cause
people to recognize the achievement gaps among students and school systems are
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mandated to ensure that all students have an equal, fair, and adequate opportunity for a
quality education (Zigler & Finn-Stevenson, 2007). Nevertheless, for No Child Left
Behind to succeed, early childhood advocates believe that educators, parents, and
communities must acknowledge the importance of early learning on later school
performance. All children should have access to high quality and developmental
preschool programs that prepare them for school.
This study followed The University of Southern Mississippi protocol in its
organizational structure. Chapter II includes the review of literature related to specific
areas of interest addressed in the study. Chapter III describes the methodology, identifies
the population, states the procedures used, and the statistical tests that were used.
Chapter IV defines the results and data analysis of the statistical tests. Chapter V
discusses the findings, conclusions, and implications for policy, action, and future
research.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
The number of students entering kindergarten qualifying for early intervention
program service is a strong indication for the need of preschool. While learning can
occur at any age, according to brain researchers, the early years lay a strong foundation
for all future learning to take place (Davis & Gardner, 1993). Without a solid foundation,
a student‘s future success is in jeopardy even before formal education begins. Having
prerequisite knowledge and skills prior to entering kindergarten will ideally improve
achievement and success early in a child‘s academic career. Therefore, the purpose of
this study was to determine the influence of preschool, demographic variables, and the
interaction of preschool status and demographic variables on the reading growth of
kindergarteners.
Theoretical Framework
At the end of the 19th century, great changes to educational theories were seen.
Constructivist Bruner believed that learning is achieved when learners actively discover
their own ideas and concepts based on their current and past knowledge (Palmer, 2003).
This new paradigm shift also informed five groundbreaking educational theorists Dewey,
Montessori, Erikson, Piaget, and Vygotsky. These theorists all believed that learning and
developing should take place when children are actively engaged with others and their
environment (Horn, 2002; Mooney, 2000). The theoretical framework that grounds this
study is provided by Vygotsky‘s (1978) zone of proximal development, Piaget‘s (2006)
cognitive development, and Cambourne‘s (1988) conditions of learning.
Vygotsky is most notable for expertise in the field of the development of
psychological processes (Wertsch, 1985; Wertsch, Del Rio, & Alvarez, 1995; Wertsch &
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Smolka, 1993; Zinchenko, 1985). Over the years, early childhood education has been
influenced by the work of Vygotsky. His posthumous work showed that his theories
have been useful in reframing the practices of early childhood education (Fleer, 2002).
The system Vygotsky used is now known as cooperative learning (Henson, 2003). This
type of learner-centered learning contrasts with teacher-centered traditional learning.
Vygotsky saw that when students work in small groups to solve problems and discuss
problems, learners are able to talk each other through to the solutions and they
collectively solve problems more efficiently than they can solve them when working
alone (Henson, 2003). Vygosky‘s (1978) zone of proximal development is ―the distance
between the actual development level as determine by independent problem solving and
the level of potential development as determined through problem solving under adult
guidance or in collaboration with more capable peers‖ (p. 86). The zone of proximal
development means a child moves from needing peer or adult assistance on a task to
being able to perform a task without any assistance (Vygotsky, 1978; Wertsch, 1985;
Wertsch et al., 1995; Wertsch & Smolka, 1993).
In the field of intellectual development, Piaget‘s (2006) cognitive-development
theory was also influenced by constructivist views. Piaget‘s work has helped educators
understand the stages of development in younger children. Piaget‘s approach focused on
the interaction between learning and the everyday experiences of the child (Ornstein &
Levine, 1993). Piaget studied the development of early childhood learning by outlining
the four stages of children‘s development: (a) sensor motor, (b) preoperations, (c)
concrete operations, and (d) formal operations. Slavin (1991b) shared that students
ranging from ages 3 to 7 (early childhood) are considered in the preoperational period of
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development. During this stage, intelligence is intuitive in nature, and language
development occurs rapidly.
Knowledge is not inherited, but developed when children are given rich
opportunities and are exposed to the world around them (Krapp, 2005). Children at this
stage are concrete thinkers, meaning they must see and experience in order to understand.
As a result, Slavin (1991b) suggested that early childhood experiences should require
exploratory learning and physical activity in safe and secure surroundings. According to
Lincoln (2001), ―An individual constructs knowledge and makes meaning through
interpretation of his own experiences and analyze of the environment‖ (p. 12). To
facilitate appropriate development at this age, children must encounter new language,
construct arguments, express emotions, and move their bodies (Rushton & Larkin, 2001).
Cambourne (1988) is recognized as an authority in the field of conditions of
learning. His theory provided a point of view by introducing a model by which teachers
can aid students‘ understanding of the learning process as it applies to literacy. These
eight conditions include immersion, demonstration, engagement, expectations,
responsibility, employment, approximation, and response. Each condition supports both
the student and the teacher in their discovery of learning and helps to provide a context
for learners to learn (Rushton, Eitelgeorge, & Zickafoose, 2003). These eight conditions
of learning must be ―relevant, appropriate, timely, readily available, and non-threatening‖
(Cambourne, 1988, p. 166). Cambourne also suggested the need for children to be
immersed in the learning process that includes the environment and curriculum in order
to make sense of their learning styles and the world around them.
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Literacy in America
The United States is and has always been a potpourri of cultures, but diversity has
increased by remarkable proportions in recent years (Humes, Jones, & Ramirez, 2011).
While Whites still compose the largest ethnic group in the United States, it is growing at
a slower pace. In the last census, the Hispanic and Asian populations have grown
dramatically between 2000 and 2010. The Black population is the second largest race but
it grew at a slower rate than all other major race groups except Whites (Humes et al.,
2011). Our increasing diversity is not only visible, but is also heard: today,
approximately 55 million individuals in the United States speak a language other than
English and these languages range from Spanish and Chinese to Yupik and Mon-Khmer
(Shinand & Kominski, 2010).
Given these patterns and transformation, many people, including educators and
community leaders, have become concerned about adult literacy. Research has provided
evidence that a large portion of our population lacks adequate literacy skills; intensifying
the debate over how this problem should be addressed (Kirsch, Jungeblut, Jenkins, &
Kolstad, 2002). Adult literacy concerns are not new to our society. Editorials throughout
our nation‘s history have indicated that other nations judge our society‘s literacy skills as
inadequate. Yet, the nature of these concerns has changed over time. In the past, the
inability to read and use printed materials was seen primarily as an individual problem,
with implications for a person‘s job security (Kirsch et al., 2002). However, it is
currently viewed as a national problem that goes beyond the individual. Although
Americans today are, overall, better educated and more literate than any who preceded
them, many employers say they are unable to find enough workers with adequate reading,
writing, mathematical, and other competencies necessary for the workplace (Kutner,
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2007). Kirsch et al. (2002) concluded, ―These forces are creating a human capital deficit
that threatens U.S. competitiveness and acts as a barrier to individual opportunities for all
Americans‖ (p. 15).
There is widespread agreement that we as a nation must respond to the literacy
challenge, not only to preserve our economic vitality, but also to ensure that every
individual has a full range of opportunities for personal fulfillment and participation in
society (Kirsch et al., 2002). Researchers have noted that one important factor on
dropouts is that early identification is vital for effective prevention (Smink & Schargel,
2004). The research states that students are dropping out during their last years of high
school; however, many are lost long before that. Social and task-related behavioral
problems that develop into school adjustment problems can be identified at the beginning
of the elementary grades. The dropout problem is not one that can be addressed
exclusively at the middle or high school levels because by then it is too late for some
students. NCLB challenged states and school districts to strengthen their efforts to
improve the academic achievement of students considered at risk for failure, and to
ensure that all students have access to a quality education. Thus, the pressure is on to
close the achievement gap among minority and disadvantaged groups by increasing
schools‘ responsibility and accountability for student academic performance in
mathematics and reading/language arts, and that all students graduate from school (Paige,
2002).
Reading
In today‘s world, reading is one of the most important fundamental skills a person
can acquire for academic and societal success. The skill of reading is important for social
and economic progress. Reading means growth. Reading is fundamental. Today there is
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a significant concern with the large number of children in America whose careers will be
influenced if they are unable to read well enough to meet the demands of this
increasingly competitive world (Burns, Griffin, & Snow, 2003). Reading difficulties
have increased from the rising demands for literacy, not from declining absolute levels of
literacy. Since society has become so highly technological, the demands for higher
literacy has drastically increases, which places grave consequences for those who fall
short (Burns et al., 2003).
Many obstacles affect how children learn to read adequately. Children who are
most likely to have obstacles with learning to read in the early grades are those who begin
school with minimal prior knowledge and skills, which include the ability to attend to the
sounds of language as distinct from its meaning, recognition of letters, and concepts
about print. Children from poverty, children with limited proficiency in English, and
children with no access to literacy rich preschool experiences are students who are
particularly at risk of attending school with weaknesses in reading skills and at risk of
falling behind in school from the onset (National Center for the Study of Adults Learning
and Literacy, 2005).
For years, the thought was once children could sound out words, they were able to
read (Zimmerman & Hutchins, 2003). We know now that for students to be able to read
they must be able to comprehend and take codes of letters, sound, words, and sentences
(Neuman, Copple, & Bredekamp, 2000; Price, 2002; Zimmerman & Hutchins, 2003). It
takes true understanding for the codes to make sense (McCrimmon, 2003; Turner, 2004).
The last two decades of research on reading have uncovered new knowledge regarding
the process of how children learn to read, as well as the factors that make it difficult for
some children to learn to be proficient readers (Torgesen, 2002). Schiller (2001) posited
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four basic principles of emergent literacy: (a) literacy is a social process; (b) literacy
begins at birth; (c) all aspects of literacy–listening, speaking, reading, writing, and
thinking–develop interdependently; (d) literacy develops along a continuum just like
intellectual and physical growth. When more children are offered opportunities to be
exposed to a print-rich environment, the greater chances are of creating lifelong reading
habits in children (Cunningham & Stanovich, 2003).
In 2000, the National Reading Panel of the National Institute of Child Health and
Development concluded that phonemic awareness was an important element in effective
reading instruction (DeBruin-Parecki & Hohmann, 2004; Lonigan, 2008; Pinnell, 2008).
Children who are able to segment words into sounds and blend sounds into words have a
greater beginning to literacy learning (Pinnell, 2008). Once children learn decoding
skills, vocabulary is an important factor in fluent reading for students and a strong
indicator of later reading success (Cunningham & Stanovich, 2003; Zimmerman &
Hutchins, 2003). To improve children‘s vocabulary and reading fluency, they should
have to log many hours with printed pages (Allington, 2002; Cunningham & Stanovich,
2003).
Melzoff (2004) stated that the best way to help children develop vocabulary is
simply to talk to them. Children learn language and increase their vocabulary in only one
way and that is listening to the people around them. The richer and more abundant the
language they hear daily, the more well developed their own language will be. Talking to
them all day and treating them as you would an adult produces a healthy vocabulary.
Melzoff highlighted the fact that babies are looking and watching and imitating the
observed actions and behaviors of those around them.
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Preschool History
To address the needs of workers in the mills and in the fields, infant schools were
established throughout Europe in the 1700s. The negative aspect of these schools was
that they wanted infant schools to imitate the schools for older children. These young
children were expected to sit in rows in large classrooms, recite lessons, and spend hours
reading, writing, and doing arithmetic. Later, Friedrich Froebel, known as the Father of
Kindergarten, founded the first school for very young learners in Germany (RichieSharp, n.d.). His theory was that children learned largely through play. He believed that
they learned best by doing rather than being solely instructed by teachers. Many teachers
use Froebel‘s ideas and strategies as part of their teaching strategies (Richie-Sharp, n.d.).
The idea of infant schools came to the United States during the Industrial
Revolution. Schools were set up in churches, factories, and private homes to care for
young children while parents were working (Goodson et al., 2009). In 1848, Wisconsin
passed constitutional amendments to include committees dedicated to free education for
children ages 4 to 20 and then started the first 4-year-old kindergarten program in 1873.
From colonial times until the latter part of the 20th century, there were no public
preschool programs in the United States (Gilliam & Zigler, 2004). During that time,
early learning consisted of mothers caring for their children at home (Edwards, 1999).
The National Center for Education Statistics (2003) reported that preschool programs
were established for a variety of reasons, including the need for childcare and educational
opportunity. Educating young children is an important step in getting a child ready for
future learning experiences. The evolution of early childhood education has transformed
how most view the importance of offering stimulating and exciting opportunities to the
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very young. Early childhood education offers children learning experiences that will
benefit them throughout their educational career (Edwards, 1999).
Quality of Preschool
Barnett (2010) reviewed 123 studies and found that preschool has substantial
influence on cognitive, social, and emotional development, and on schooling outcomes.
Conversely, the gains on IQ tests clearly disappear over time in the vast majority of
studies, which has caused considerable controversy about the sustainability of early
achievement and how well IQ tests measure intelligence (Barnett, 2010; Barnett &
Boocock, 1998; Bowman, Donovan, & Burns, 2000). Perhaps, the well-known studies,
High/Score Perry Preschool, examined beginning in 1962 the lives of 123 African
Americans born in poverty and at high risk of failing (Schweinhart et al., 2005). Students
between the ages of 3 and 4 were randomly divided into a group that received a high
quality preschool program based on High/Score‘s participatory learning approach and a
group that received no preschool program. In the study‘s most recent phase, 97% of the
study‘s participants still living were interviewed, now at age 40. There were additional
data collected from the subjects‘ schools, social services, and arrest records
(Schweinthart et al., 2005). The adults at age 40 who participated in the preschool
program group were more likely to have graduated from high school, had committed
fewer crimes, were more likely to hold a job, and had higher earnings than the adults who
did not attend preschool.
The general belief has been that a preschool experience improves academic
achievement and cognitive ability in later school settings. Although some students have
been successful without preschool, many students who did not participate in high quality,
developmentally appropriate prekindergarten programs started behind their peers
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academically (Magnuson, Meyers, Ruhm, & Waldfogel, 2004). Sacks and Ruzzi (2005)
reported strong consensus on the many benefits of preschool. Studies have shown that
children who attend high quality preschool programs increase their readiness for
kindergarten and make positive long-term improvements in their school performance and
social outcomes.
The quality of a preschool educational program has been an important factor
when determining its educational value. Many preschool programs in the United States
offer services of poor or mediocre quality (Barnett, et al.,2006). However, there is no
single agreed-upon definition of quality for preschool programs (Collins, 2009). Collins
identified structural and process characteristics for determining the quality of early
childcare centers. The National Institute for Early Education Research developed 10
benchmarks for state standards relating to program quality (Barnett et al., 2010). The 10
benchmark standards are (a) comprehensive early learning standards, (b) teacher with a
bachelor of arts degree, (c) specialized training in pre-kindergarten, (d) assistant teacher
with a child development associate credential, (e) at least 15 hours per year of in-service
training for teachers, (f) maximum class size below 20, (g) staff-child ratio of 1:10 or
better, (h) vision, hearing, and health services, (i) at least one meal, and (j) site visits. At
the beginning of 2010–2011 school year, lead teachers in public school and nonpublic
schools were required to have a bachelor‘s degree or higher in early childhood education.
During the 2009–2010 school year, Alabama, Alaska, and North Carolina had programs
that met all 10 quality benchmarks. Georgia met nine of the benchmarks (Barnett et al.,
2010).
Barnett, Carolan, Fitzgenald, and Squires (2011) reported that children who
attend preschool are more likely to succeed in kindergarten than those who do not.
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Participating in early education can also provide academic and social benefits that last
well beyond kindergarten. Researchers have repeatedly demonstrated that children
particularly from low-income families benefit from high quality preschool (Espinosa,
2002). High quality preschool programs make every effort to ensure children are
prepared for the academic and social expectations of a kindergarten program. High
quality preschool programs provide children with the cognitive, social, and
communication skills required to be successful in a formal elementary school.
In a quality preschool program, children are exposed to early literacy skills in
order to increase their ability to read. At this age, children are beginning to develop
appropriate character traits and are learning to interact successfully with other people.
Barnett and Belfield (2006) reported that center-based programs in which children
actually attend classrooms are more likely to enhance development in children. As stated
by Barnett and Belfield (2006),
In the best programs, children are systematically, regularly, and frequently
engaged in a mix of teacher-led and child-initiated activities that enhance the
development of language, knowledge of concepts and skills, problem-solving
abilities, self-regulation and other socio-emotional skills, attitudes, values, and
dispositions. (p. 80)
Mead (2008) reported that researchers at the National Center for Early
Development and Learning have recognized characteristics in teachers that are conducive
to learning in a preschool setting. These characteristics include clear and concise
instruction in crucial skills, positive, compassionate, and sensitive interactions,
constructive feedback, effective verbal interaction, productive stimulation, and a
classroom environment that is encouraging, respectful, and inviting. Research shows that
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children in preschool programs aligned with the educational goals of early elementary
school are likely to graduate high school and become productive citizens (Gilliam, 2005).
Kindergarten
Most kindergarten programs stress a more formalized instruction, which includes
performance standards in reading and mathematics, among other subjects, different from
those of preschool programs. Due to the heightened academic goals associated with
kindergarten and due to the varied experiences children have preceding school entrance;
some children are more successful than others are in handling these new challenges
(Pianta & LaParo, 2003). Educational experiences prior to kindergarten have been shown
to contribute to children having a smoother adjustment to kindergarten (Enz, Perry, & Yi,
2003).
Teachers have identified that the lack of academic skills is one of the most
common obstacles children face when they enter kindergarten (Pianta & LaParo, 2003).
Evidence suggests that academic success in students attending early childhood programs
are linked to their school achievement in later years (Alexander, 2005). In a survey
conducted by the National Center for Early Development and Learning, 3,600 teachers
nationwide reported that 48% of the children entering kindergarten had moderate to
serious deficiencies that affected their learning (Mitchell, 2001). Schools require
kindergarten students to master skills such as communicating their needs verbally,
recognizing upper and lowercase letters, putting sounds with letters, counting objects,
recognizing numbers, and taking turns with others, by the time they enter first grade
(Georgia Department of Education, 2008).
In the 1990s, the National Education Goals Panel (U.S. Department of Education,
1998) determined that school readiness involves five dimensions: (a) physical wellbeing
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and motor development, (b) social and emotional development, (c) approaches toward
learning, (d) communication and language usage, and (e) cognition and general
knowledge. In addition, the panel emphasized that school readiness was not just about
children being ready for school but involved the crucial supporting roles of families,
schools, and communities. Without the reinforcement of all stakeholders, children are
less likely to be ready for school (U.S. Department of Education, 1998).
Most kindergarten teachers agree there are certain skills pertinent to future
reading and writing success (Little, Kagan, & Frelow (2006). These skills include
alphabet knowledge, print awareness, phonological awareness, invented spelling, oral
language, reading comprehension, the ability to write one‘s own name, and the ability to
recognize and name letters quickly. Armbruster, Lehr, and Osborn (2006) outlined the
building blocks of reading and writing for parents and early educators:
To become skilled and confident readers over time, young children need many
opportunities to build spoken language by talking and listening; learn about print
and books; learn about the sounds of spoken language; learn about the letters of
the alphabet; and listen to books read aloud. (p. 3)
Ramey and Ramey (2004) indicated that print awareness is an essential part of knowing
how to read and write. Children who know about print understand that the words they
see in print and the words they speak and hear are related (Ramey & Ramey, 2004;
Scarborough, 2001). Thus, if a larger number of children enter kindergarten ill prepared,
are showing developmental lags, have difficulty following directions, or lack academic
skills, the workload on the teacher is increased. The attention that the teacher is able to
devote to the standard educational program is diminished (Bowman et al., 2000).
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How Children Learn
There is a constant flow of new information on how the human brain operates,
how it differs in function between genders, how emotions impact on intellectual acuity
and even on how genetics and environment each impact our children‘s‘ cognitive
abilities. While each area of study has its merits, Gardner (1983) identified the different
kinds of intelligence possess. This has particularly strong ramifications in the classroom,
because if children‘s different strengths can be identified among these intelligences,
children can be more successfully accommodated according to their orientation to
learning (Gardner, 1983).
While it is important to interact with the environment and people for learning and
development, Vygotsky and Piaget described child development as the stage between
birth and 6 years of age when children develop the essential language and cognitive skills
required to learn reading and mathematics. At some point in this stage, children also
develop the ability to manage their emotions, handle frustration without crying or having
temper tantrums, and to learn to cooperate with others (Doherty, 1997). Children use
active sensory experiences to build knowledge and continue to build knowledge by
attaching new concepts to learned concepts (Doyle, 1997). The main goal of a teacher is
to foster appropriate learning behaviors in children (Doyle, 1997).
Cambourne (1988) explained that demonstration is of equal importance for
student learning. The actual teaching of the lesson by the teacher portrays what the
teacher wants the students to learn. Both immersion and demonstration are important
conditions of the learning process. However, it is not until students become actually
engaged in the demonstration that learning is improved. This is especially true for early
childhood education. Effective teachers provide real-life activities that stimulate the
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brain and require the use of the child‘s senses in order to accomplish tasks (Cambourne,
1988).
Engagement is the condition considered the most important in learning
(Cambourne, 1988). This condition allows children to gain ownership of their learning
by becoming an active participant in the demonstration itself. Ideally, children will feel a
personal benefit and as a result will want to continue in the process. Cambourne also
emphasized the importance of setting high expectations for all learners. Realistic
expectations should enable the teacher to plan challenging activities that will enable the
child to take risks, but will not set the child up for failure. By doing so, students can take
responsibility for their own learning based on their individual learning style. The
ultimate goal in education is to develop responsible individuals who are able to read,
write, and speak proficiently in society (Sawhill, 2006). Children should be given the
opportunity to explore language both in social and individual settings (Rushton et al.,
2003). Employment is the condition that provides students with ample time to use their
individual strengths and to apply what was demonstrated to them (Cambourne, 1988).
For employment to be successful as a learning strategy, students should be paired with
partners and work cooperatively in groups to increase language proficiency.
One of Cambourne‘s (1988) guiding principles was that only through trial and
error can children learn best. With this in mind, the condition of approximation is crucial
to the development of effective literacy skills. This condition allows a child to take risks
by making estimations for learning new skills, concepts, and knowledge (Cambourne,
1988). Finally, Cambourne emphasized the importance of a facilitator in providing a
response or feedback to the learning process in order to allow students to conduct self-
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evaluations. This condition enables the child to learn, adjust, and maintain new concepts
(Rushton et al., 2003).
Early childhood education encompasses not only academic development, but
social development as well. The social development theory proposed by Vygotsky
stressed the importance of language and social interactions for cognitive growth (Slavin,
1991a). Vygotsky also maintained that a sociocultural version of constructivism is
obtained through interactions (Rushton et al., 2003). Social development occurs best
when children develop relationships and feel safe in their environment (Logue, 2007).
The culture environment a child is exposed to affects that child‘s learning development
(Marzano, 2004). Appropriate social development will naturally occur in environments
where children are nurtured in relationships with others (Johnson, Ironsmith, Snow, &
Poteat, 2000). Hakvoort (2002) believed that children who have few interactions with
others are less likely to obtain the knowledge and skills needed for relevant cognitive
development. Meaning is gained when children interact and are able to imitate the
behaviors of others. With adult guidance, children are able to gain a wide range of skills
that are not as attainable otherwise.
Vygotsky‘s theory emphasized that there is often a significant difference between
what a child can do on his own and what the child can do with supervision. Vygotsky
called this difference the zone of proximal development. In order to develop the zone of
proximal development fully, children must be interested in the subject matter, must
engage in full social interactions, and should be immersed in quality learning activities
that stimulate as well as challenge the brain (Hakvoort, 2002; Kagan, 1990; Slavin,
1991a). Ideally, in preschool, children should shift from mostly reactive thinking to
children who have the ability to think before they act (Bodrova & Leong, 2005).
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Past and present research on the brain emphasizes a critical window of
opportunity for children beginning from the moment of conception until the beginning of
kindergarten. Children‘s brains develop more rapidly during this time than at any other
phase in their lives (Jensen, 2005; Sousa, 2006). This early learning period is a time
when a child‘s brain development reaches nearly 90% of its potential (Beck, 1999). In a
sense, the brain is hard-wired at this early age, meaning that all learning experiences can
make a difference in a child‘s level of intelligence for life.
Gender Differences
Males and females are created differently in many ways. For years, there have
been extensive studies on the development of males and females (Ripley, 2005). These
differences can affect how they learn, how they behave, and how they perform
academically. Researchers have acknowledged the differences in how boys and girls
learn and develop, both physically and intellectually. In the past decade, biomedical
research through brain imaging, neurological studies, and physiological examinations has
provided a considerable amount of facts identifying multiple gender differences in the
biological development of boys and girls (Sax, 2005; Weil, 2008). Gurian (2001) noted
that boys and girls learn and process information differently.
Studies using single photon computed tomography, positron imaging tomography,
and magnetic resonance imaging reveal gender differences in cortical areas in the brain
(Gurian, 2001; Gurian, Stevens, Henley, & Trueman, 2010). Such research implies that
boys seem to process information more spatially and girls more verbally, possibly
because boys‘ retinal cells seem to be more attuned to moving objects than are those of
girls. However, other studies identify gender differences in neural rest states with boys
experiencing more neural rest states than girls and consequently appearing less attentive
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to their surroundings. Additionally, data on frontal lobe activity in the brain suggest
more activity in girls‘ brains than that of boys (Gurian, 2001; Gurian, Stevens, & King,
2008; King & Gurian, 2006; Weil, 2008).
To determine gender differences, Hanlon, Thatcher, and Cline (1999) scanned
children‘s brains to determine brain size as well as the brain‘s maturity. According to the
study of 508 boys and girls showed that most parts of the brain mature faster in girls.
The regions of the brain that dealt with communication such as verbalization,
handwriting, and memorization matured several years earlier in girls. However, the study
did show that the regions of the brain used for mechanical reasoning, visualization, and
spatial reasoning were shown to be mature in the brains of boys between the ages of 4 to
8 (Hanlon et al., 1999).
An extensive study conducted by Maccoby and Jacklin (1991) outlined four main
areas in which boys and girls are significantly different: (a) verbal aptitude, (b) visualspatial aptitude, (c) mathematical aptitude, and (d) aggression. Maccoby and Jacklin
(1991) reported that females are verbal at an earlier age than males and their
communication skills mature at a faster rate. Nevertheless, males are more advanced
with visual-spatial concepts than females and they are able to see and determine spatial
relationships much better than females. Due to a higher functioning visual-spatial ability,
boys tend to excel with mathematical aptitude. Finally, the study showed that boys are
more physically and verbally aggressive than are girls, with the levels of aggression often
related to levels of sex hormones in the males (Maccoby & Jacklin, 1991).
However, scientists and researchers are unwilling to apply their findings to
support using gender alone to inform educational practices. Gurian (2001) promoted
teacher training to emphasize different education strategies for boys and girls based on
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information from single photon computed tomography and positron imaging tomography
scans. Sax (2005, 2007) used scientific research to promote single-sex classes in the
United States. This action supported the notion that boys and girls may require different
schooling for their academic success.
Dugan and Pijanowski (2011) analyzed the reading and mathematics performance
gap differences in students from kindergarten to eighth grade with regard to race, gender,
and age. While most differences between the individual groups seemed to diminish by
fifth grade, their analysis found some interesting results with regard to race and gender.
At any given grade level, race was the highest predictor of success on test scores. This
effect was stable throughout all grades. While gender was a significant predictor of
reading achievement, this did not seem to be a viable predictor of mathematics test
scores. This research further substantiated the phenomenon of girls outperforming boys
on reading (Dugan & Pijanowski, 2011). The last finding ordered the strength of
predictors for reading through second grade as race, age, and then gender.
Klecker‘s (2006) secondary analysis of the National Assessment of Educational
Progress dataset in reading yielded interesting findings. Mean differences by gender
were found to be statistically different for the observed groups of fourth graders, eighth
graders, and twelfth-graders. These results further substantiated the claim that boys
typically fall behind girls in reading assessments beginning in the younger grades and
carrying throughout their school career. Klecker‘s findings provided implications for
educators that the focus on males and reading instruction across all grade levels must
increase.
Analysis of the new gender gap by Connell and Gunzelmann (2004) honed in on
the idea that standardized tests favor girls and how girls learn best. This research
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indicated that boys are continuing to fall behind in reading due to various factors
including but not limited to not being taught or tested with regard to the way a boy‘s
brain works best. As girls display higher verbal abilities and tend to use their left brains,
boys tend to be predominantly right brained, illuminating their spatial sense and
movement more often. At one time research indicated that boys caught up with girls in
their verbal skills by fourth grade. Unfortunately, Connell and Gunzelman (2004) found
that this is no longer the case. Instead of trying, more boys appear to be giving up.
Perkins-Gough‘s (2006) analysis of the National Assessment of Educational
Progress scores showed that ―American boys were scoring higher and achieving more
than they ever did before‖ (p. 93-94). In reading, the achievement of both fourth- and
eighth-grade boys improved since 1992, while the trend for boys in Grade 12 seemed to
remain flat. In mathematics, boys of all ages and races were scoring as high as, or higher
than, in previous studies (Perkins-Gough, 2006). Perkins-Gough reported that when
compared with girls‘ performance, boys‘ performance showed no drastic decline. Boys
score higher in science and mathematics, while girls score higher in language literacy.
Thus, the report admitted to some gender gaps. In elementary school boys, had been
more likely to be held back a grade, but the gap was shrinking.
The biggest gender gap in educational attainment is for Black and Hispanic boys
(Perkins-Gough, 2006). Even though the scores were improving for all students, the gap
for Black and Hispanic males was from two to five times as big. Thompson and Barker
(2008) recognized the differences in the brains of boys and girls and stated, ―Boys and
girls aren‘t two entirely different populations: whatever their differences, they are more
human than they are gendered‖ (p. 61).
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Current Issues and Trends
Educators continue to look toward student achievement in reading as the major
foundation and indicator for all school-based learning and success, both current and
future (Lyon, 2003). This seemed especially true when researchers used the existing
statistics to reveal that 10% to 15% of children will ultimately drop out of school with the
majority reporting difficulties in learning to read. Lyon (2003) suggested that this gives
good reason to focus efforts on beginning reading in the early years.
Preschool learning offers an opportunity to create a firm foundation in all children
for future reading success. Preschool provides children with opportunities to acquire
knowledge in initiation reading, writing, listening, and speaking. These are all key
elements to sound reading achievement (Rief, 2001). Magnuson and Waldfogel (2005)
found that children who attend preschool programs enter school more ready to learn,
while working to narrow the ethnic and racial achievement gaps that exist in our schools
today. Magnuson and Waldfogel (2005) reported a need for quality programs to reduce
further these gaps for all children. The goal is for all students to enter school ―on a more
even footing‖ (p. 188).
Downer and Pianta (2006) showed that early experiences predict, to some degree,
first-grade academic performance as it is associated with emergent academic skills and
cognitive skills at the end of preschool. The most influential predictor of all for a
student‘s first-grade functioning is a child‘s own level of cognitive skills at 54 months of
age, approximately 4½ years old. These results support the need for preschool programs
for all children.
Research continues to show that students attending high quality preschools are
more successful with the entrance into kindergarten and each grade thereafter (Espinosa,

30
2002). These effects can be seen in the academic and social transition of students.
Espinosa contended that the key is that students must attend programs that are considered
of high quality in both process and structure to observe these benefits. Process quality
includes the educational experiences that occur for each child and consist of such things
as positive relationships between teachers and children and the involvement of parents in
the education of their children. Structural quality of a preschool program includes low
adult-child ratios and qualified teachers. These criteria follow best practices cited by the
National Association for the Education of Young Children (2006).
Gilliam and Zigler (2001) suggested there are encouraging signs around the
nation at the prospect of the future of education. They found that more than 40 states
were funding prekindergarten programs so that the crucial years from birth to age 5
receive necessary attention. The public is joining educators across the nation to support
preschool efforts and is ready to see improved competence among our children. In
addition to an increase in school attendance, they anticipate higher achievement scores
and the reduction of retention rates (Gilliam & Zigler, 2001).
Additional research cites substantial evidence that quality programs for 4-yearolds yield substantial gains in the early development and subsequent learning of children
(Barnett, Lamy, & Jung, 2005). Specific findings from their analysis included an
increase in the vocabulary scores of nearly 4 raw points. This translates as 31% more
growth in average vocabulary scores. The analysis also revealed strong effects on
students‘ understanding of print concepts (with 85% more growth). These outstanding
results continue to point toward how the benefits of preschool learning can profit all
(Barnett et al., 2005).
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Over the last decades, participation in preschool programs has continued to grow
steadily with most 4-year-olds now enrolled (Barnett & Yarosz, 2004). The focus has
turned to providing high quality prekindergarten for more children across the nation.
Barnett cautioned educators to understand that the preschool benefits reported in research
over the last decade are a result of information generated by high quality programs alone.
Barnett‘s research in the area of early learning makes a strong case for the need of a
public investment into preschool programs for young children. Barnett also reported that
if parents and teachers work together, there will be a day when all children are capable of
attaining their full potential to become productive citizens in the future.
While more and more states in the United States continue to investigate the
implementation of preschool programs, funding continues to be a genuine concern
(Barnett & Yarosz, 2004). Many preschool programs intended to reach all children can
be costly. However, the potential gain for the society should outweigh this public
concern. Espinosa (2002) posited that primary focus should be to implement quality
programs for all, so that positive results can occur.
Disadvantaged Students
Over the years, the number of children attending preschool has increase, yet there
is still a learning gap among children from advantaged and disadvantage homes (Zigler,
Gilliam, & Barnett, 2011). Many of our young children, particularly low-income and
minority students start their formal schooling far behind their peers from more affluent
backgrounds (Payne, 2008). The effects of a child‘s home environment and financial
hardships adversely affect cognitive, language, and readiness skills because there are
reduced opportunities to experience the world around them (Melhuish et al., 2008).
Children from more affluent homes are more likely to take family vacations, play after-
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school sports, and attend various enrichment activities. They are also much more likely
to have greater resources, such as technology devices and many books at home (Zigler et
al., 2011). Unfortunately, children from poverty do not have the same enriching
opportunities or experiences as their counterparts and are lacking many developmental
concepts (Payne, 2008).
Children from impoverished families are less like to have parents who read to
them. They are also less likely to visit the library, museums, and attend educational field
trips that will develop emergent literacy skills. Often students from disadvantage
families use negative and inappropriate communication skills that often develop from
stressful circumstances in the home (Brooks, 2012). Sobolak (2011) revealed that
students from low-socioeconomic backgrounds had limited vocabulary in comparison to
those children from more affluent home and the difference remained consist throughout
childhood. Children reared in poverty often lack proper language and literacy skills due
to the lower quality and quantity of parental language in the household of those on
welfare. Frede and Barnett (1992) and Burts et al. (1993) reported that students from
disadvantage homes who attended a developmentally appropriate preschool program
displayed higher reading achievement in first grade than children who attended a
developmentally inappropriate program. Improvised families are less likely to afford
high quality preschool programs that are beneficial to all young children, especially those
who are disadvantaged (Brooks, 2012). If early interventions do not take place in the
lives of disadvantage children, the poverty cycle will be less likely broken. It continues
into adulthood, and society will eventually bear the social and economic burden of a
community of people who are unable to contribute positively to society (Delaney,
Hancock, & Kaiser, 2002).
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Children from economically poor and undereducated parents lack readiness skills
than children reared in families that are more affluent and the academic gap between
these two groups can be profound (Ramey & Ramey, 2004). Magnuson and Waldfogel
(2005) stated that early intervention programs have the potential to make children who
experience poverty achieve at the same level as the children from more advantage homes.
Young children from poor disadvantaged backgrounds benefit greatly in school when
they attend high quality education programs (Brooks-Gunn, 2003). Both the HighScope
Perry project (Schweinhart et al., 2005) and Abecedarian childcare (Campbell, Ramey,
Pungello, Sparling, & Miller-Johnson, 2002) projects were designed to study the benefits
of early childhood education to children of poor families. These two projects also were
established to provide children a better education opportunity, particularly those children
living in poverty. These studies offer support to the claim that if educational
interventions happen early in life they can produce positive benefits for children born into
households of poverty who may otherwise face challenges to school success and life.
Summary
Much research has been conducted on reducing the achievement gap among
disadvantaged children. The U.S. Secretary of Education, Arne Duncan, challenged
states to provide children with high quality early learning experiences that prepare them
for the beginning of their educational career, especially those children for low
socioeconomic backgrounds, race, or ability. There is much research to show the benefits
of investing in early learning program not only in the early years of elementary school
but throughout a child‘s life (U.S. Department of Education, 2012). Secretary Duncan
stated that the U.S. Department of Education has worked diligently to assist states in
coordinating their critical funds in early childhood programs. States now use federal

34
funds provided, to create the Race to the Top-Early Learning Challenge, a program
designed to improve the state of our early learning and developmental programs for
children (U. S. Department of Education, 2012).
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
A quasi-experimental study with a longitudinal design was used to address the
following questions.
1. Are there differences between GKIDS ratings at mid-year versus end of year
that depend on whether students attended Preschool?
2. Are there differences between GKIDS ratings at mid-year versus end of year
that depend on whether students receive free lunch?
Description of Analysis
The statistical analysis used for this study was the one-way repeated measures
ANOVA. Descriptive statistics was also used to answer research question three to
describe the teacher rating mean differences for the four schools. Assumptions for the
statistical analyses are presented in this section.
The one-way ANOVA repeated measures design is based on each subject used for
one or more different conditions, such as time (Pallant, 2005). The rationale for using
this statistical analysis was to examine mid-year and post teacher ratings using the same
assessment, from the same students at different times with using different independent
variables.
The assumptions for the one-way ANOVA repeated measures are to ensure that
the output is true. Violations of the assumptions will indicate that the test cannot be
generated and an alternative test must be used. Choudhury (2009) reported there are four
assumptions regarding a one-way ANOVA:
1. The expected values of the errors are zero,
2. The variances of all errors are equal to each other,
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3. The errors are independent, and
4. They are normally distributed.
Participants in the Study
The school district educates more than 107,000 students in 112 schools as
reported in 2011 with Georgia Department of Education. There are 67 elementary
schools in the school district. This school district has received many accolades for
Georgia school of excellence and the National Blue Ribbon Schools. Convenience
sampling was used to collect information on approximately 200 kindergarten students
from four elementary schools in the district. The rationale for this method was to target
students based on being accessible (McMillan & Schumacher, 2001). Convenience
sampling is a non-probability method, which has drawbacks. McMillan and Schumacher
(1997) stressed,
There is no precise way of generalizing from the sample to any type of
population. These mean that generalizability of the findings will be limited to the
characteristics of the subjects. This does not mean that the findings are not
useful; it simply means that caution is needed in generalizing. (p. 169)
McMillan and Schumacher (1997) stated:
The primary purpose of the research may not to be generalized but to better
understand relationships that may exist…In this case, it may not be necessary to
use probability sampling…The decision is not to dismiss the findings, but to limit
them to the type of subjects in the sample. As more research accumulates with
different convenient samples, the overall credibility of the results is enhanced.
(pp. 169-171)
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The accessibility of the students was important to obtain a large sample size, and
in turn achieve a possible significance for the statistical analysis used for the study. See
Table 1 for the breakdown of sample sizes collected for the four Title I elementary
schools included in this study.
Table 1
Sample Size Collected for the Four Elementary Schools with Title I Programs
Elementary school

n

A

52

B

55

C

51

D

49
Instrumentation
This section described the history of the instrument along with design, reliability,

and validity. The GKIDS was developed in 2008 by the Georgia Department of
Education. The GKIDS is a yearlong performance assessment tool developed by the
Georgia Department of Education. GKIDS serves both a formative and summative role
in assessing kindergarten students (Georgia Department of Education, 2011). The goal of
the assessment is to provide teachers with information about the level of instructional
support needed by their individual kindergarten students.
The primary purpose of GKIDS is to provide continuous diagnostic information
about kindergarten students‘ developing skills in the areas of English language arts, math,
science, social studies, personal and social development, and approaches to learning.
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Listed below are the English language arts standards assessed by GKIDS (Georgia
Department of Education, 2011).
1. The student demonstrates knowledge of concept about print.
2. The student demonstrates the ability to identify and orally manipulate words
and individual sounds within those spoken words.
3. The student demonstrates the relationship between letters and letter
combination of written words and the sounds of spoken words.
4. The student demonstrates the ability to read orally with speed, accuracy, and
expression.
5. The student uses grade-level words to communicate effectively.
6. The student gains meaning from orally presented text.
7. The student begins to understand the principal of writing.
8. The student uses oral and visual skills to communicate.
In addition to the reading and English language arts sections of the GKIDS, for
this study information was collected on each student‘s gender, ethnicity, and eligibility
for the free and reduced price lunch program. Information was also gathered to
determine if the student attended a preschool program prior to entering kindergarten.
Design
The GKIDS Core Development Team provided guidance in developing the test.
The team established five principles for the test: (a) purpose of GKIDS, (b) content need
to be assessed, (c) testing and reporting periods, (d) electronic data collection, and (e)
assessment activities/observations (Georgia Center for Assessment, 2009). GKIDS in
this section uses eight standards of Language Arts as mentioned above. There are 34
element descriptions with six ratings (NA-not applicable, ND-not yet demonstrated, EM-
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emerging, MD-meet standards, EX-exceeds standard). Field Tests for GKIDS was
conducted from 2007 to 2008 to collect technical data for improving the test.
Reliability
The reliability of the instrument was not conduct in a typical manner that involves
a Cronbach‘s alpha. GKIDS illustrates three design features for developing the test:
multiple observations of student skills; the specificity of the performance level descriptions,
and an extensive professional development program.
GKIDS is conducted by teachers to assess their own students; therefore, there is not a
common rater pool assessing all students across the state instruction (Georgia Center for

Assessment, 2009). According to the Georgia Center for Assessment,
The strength of the GKIDS program is that it allows teachers to assess students
during the course of normal classroom instruction. In this way, the assessment does
not take away from instructional time, and it provides teachers with direct
information on their students to plan future instruction. (p. 35)

Validity
The instrument is a criterion-referenced assessment, which relies on content validity,
with no single coefficient to justify the usage. The instrument used a developmental process
to track which students to assess on each element from the Georgia Performance Standards.
Construct Validity was used to compare results from existing results from similar or same
skill sets. The Bracken Basic Concept Scale (BBCS) was used to compare the student results
on the GKIDS. Furthermore, there were three types of comparisons to be made: GKIDS total
versus Bracken total; GKIDS strand scores (reading, writing, numbers and operations,
geometry) versus the school readiness composite of the BBCS; GKIDS strand scores versus
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the total test score of the BBCS (Georgia Center for Assessment, 2009). See Tables 2 and
3 for results.
Table 2
Correlation of GKIDS Total Score With Existing Standardized Measure

Item

r/p

GKIDS total and school readiness composite

.28/.04

GKIDS total and total Bracken Score

.32/.01

Writing

.30/.02

Reading

.32/.01

Numbers and Operation

.33/.01

Geometry

.47/.00

Table 3
The Total Test Score of the Bracken Correlated With the Strand Level Data

Item

r/p

Writing

.30/.02

Reading

.40/.00

Numbers and Operation

.43/.00

Measurement

.32/.01

Geometry

.50/.00
Data Collection Procedures

The research protocol for this study was submitted for approval to the University
of Southern Mississippi Institutional Review Board and to the office of accountability in
the school district. After approval was granted to the researcher, contact was made with

41
each school‘s principal by official letter (Appendix A) and in an email explaining the
study and detailing the procedures and information about the study. If the school
principal agreed to participate, the researcher extended an invitation with an informed
consent to the kindergarten teachers (Appendix B) and parents (Appendix C) to solicit
participation in the research study. This section discusses the data collection procedures
for the four elementary schools for this study. The data collection procedures were
contingent on approval from University of Southern Mississippi Institutional Review
Board and the participating school district.
The researcher provided a deadline of May 30, 2012 to request copies of students‘
individual mid-year and end-of-year of the GKIDS results from the four participating
elementary schools. After GKIDS results were collected from the four elementary
schools, the researcher began to set up the database to generate the data.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
The purpose of this research was to determine GKIDS assessment differences
between students who attended and did not attend preschool based on free/reduced lunch
status. This chapter reports the description and the analysis of the data generated from
SPSS version 20.
Description of the Participants
The initial sample of participants for this study consisted of 207 subjects. There
was one missing data point for school lunch status, which decreased the sample size to
206. The number of participants was enough for the analysis. An examination of the
teachers‘ responses by school lunch status, pre-kindergarten status, gender, and ethnicity
for each of the four schools follows in Tables 4 through 7.
Table 4
School Lunch Status by School (n = 206)
School lunch status
School

Free/reduced meals

Full price meals

School A

49

1

School B

26

5

School C

63

23

School D

35

4
Data Analysis

The researcher used the two-sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov for school lunch
status-free/reduced or paid full for lunch and pre-kindergarten status-did attend
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Table 5
Pre-Kindergarten Status by School (n = 206)
Pre-kindergarten status
School

Attended pre-kindergarten

Did not attend pre-kindergarten

School A

41

9

School B

8

23

School C

64

23

School D

33

6

Table 6
Gender by School (n = 206)
Gender
School

Male

Female

School A

22

28

School B

19

12

School C

38

49

School D

22

17

preschool, and did not attend preschool by lunch status and pre-kindergarten status to
check the assumption for normality before running the one-way ANOVA repeated
measures. The test revealed for the selected questions (see chapter 3, section Procedures
for Analyzing the Data, step 3) lunch status and pre-kindergarten status by school and had
a p value of .000 and .000 respectively. According to Pallant (2005), if the p value is less
than .05, normality has been violated. The further validate the violation in normality,
histograms were generated and indicated severe skewness, and the subgroups‘ sample
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Table 7
Ethnicity by School (n = 206)
Ethnicity

African
Caucasian American

School

Hispanic
Latino

American
Indian

Asian

Native
Hawaiian/
Pacific
Islander

School A

9

25

12

1

1

1

School B

0

14

15

0

2

0

School C

17

45

20

0

5

0

School D

9

24

6

0

0

0

sizes of lunch status and pre-kindergarten status were very unequal, because the nonnormality may be especially problematic. Because normality was violated, the KruskalWallis test was employed to generate the data for the research questions. The scores are
converted into ranks and the mean ranks are compared across groups to determine
whether group differences exist.
Data Findings
In this section, the research questions were tested by using the Kruskal-Wallis
test. A .05 alpha level was used to test whether there were significant GKIDS differences
between the two groups (lunch status and pre-kindergarten status). The designated
questions were used to answer the research question in the study (Table 8).
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Table 8
Designated Questions From GKIDS Assessment-Reading Section
GKIDS element

No. questions

Mid-Year Concept About Print (MCP)

5

Mid-Year Phonological Awareness (MPA)

4

Mid-Year Phonics (MP)

4

Mid-Year Reading Fluency (MRF)

2

Mid-Year Vocabulary (MV)

2

Mid-Year Reading Comprehension (MRC)

5

Post- Concept About Print (MCP)

5

Post-Year Phonological Awareness (MPA)

4

Post-Year Phonics (MP)

4

Post-Year Reading Fluency (MRF)

2

Post-Year Vocabulary (MV)

2

Post-Year Reading Comprehension (MRC)

5

Research Question 1-Based on Pre-Kindergarten Status
Are there differences between GKIDS ratings at mid-year versus end of the year
that depend on whether students attended Pre-school?
Concept About Print
Regarding Mid-year Concept About Print (MCP) and Post-year Concept About
Print (PCP), the data revealed mean ranks of 98.34 for students who did and 117.56 for
those who did not attend pre-kindergarten. The Post-year Concept About Print, revealed
mean ranks of 99.39 for students who did and 115.03 for those who did not attend prekindergarten. There were significant MCP and POP differences between students who
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did attend pre-kindergarten and did not attend pre-kindergarten (MCP- df(1) = .035, p <
.05 and PCP-df(1) = .044, p < .05) with students who did not attend pre-kindergarten
scoring higher on both test.
Phonological Awareness
For the question of Mid-year Phonological Awareness (MPA) and post-year
Phonological Awareness (PPA), the data revealed mean ranks of 95.82 for students who
did and 123.57 for those who did not attend pre-kindergarten. The (PPA), revealed a
mean ranks of 106.03 for students who did and 99.14 for those who did not attend prekindergarten. There was a significant MPA but not PPA difference between students
who did attend pre-kindergarten and did not attend pre-kindergarten (MPA- df(1) = .002,
p < .05. For PPA, df(1) = .387, p>.05) with students who did not attend pre-kindergarten
scoring higher on MPA.
Phonics
For the question of Mid-year Phonics (MP) and post-year Phonics (PP), the data
revealed mean ranks of 101.00 for students who did attend pre-kindergarten and did not
attend pre-kindergarten 111.18. The Post-year, revealed mean ranks of 107.25 for
students who did attend pre-kindergarten and 96.23 for students who did not attend prekindergarten. There was no significant MP or PP differences between students who did
attend pre-kindergarten and did not attend pre-kindergarten (MP- df(1) = .263, p >.05.
For PP, df(1) = .196, p>.05).
Reading Fluency
For the question of Mid-year Reading Fluency (MRF) and post-year Reading
Fluency (PRF), the data revealed mean ranks of 98.21 for students who did attend prekindergarten and 117.87 for those who did not attend pre-kindergarten. The Post-year,
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revealed mean ranks of 102.94 for students who did attend pre-kindergarten and 106.53
for those who did not attend pre-kindergarten. There was a significant MRF but not PRF
difference between students who did attend and did not attend pre-kindergarten (MRFdf(1) = .026, p < .05. For PRF, df(1) = .691, p >.05).
Vocabulary
For the question of Mid-year Vocabulary (MV) and post-year Vocabulary (PV),
the data revealed mean ranks of 96.65 for students who did and 121.58 for those who did
not attend pre-kindergarten. At Post-year, revealed mean ranks of 103.46 for students
who did and 105.03 for those who did not attend pre-kindergarten existed. Only the midyear vocabulary differences were significant (MV- df(1) = .005, p < .05. For PV, df(1) =
.829, p >.05).
Reading Comprehension
Regarding Mid-year Reading Comprehension (MRC) and post-year (PRC)
Reading Comprehension data revealed mean ranks of 97.71 for students who did and
119.06 for those who did not attend pre-kindergarten. The Post-year assessment,
revealed mean ranks of 101.81 for students who did and 109.25 for those who did not
attend pre-kindergarten with a significant difference at mid-year but not end of year
(MRC- df(1) = .018, p < .05. For PRC, df(1) = .404, p >.05). Table 9 contains a
summary of the results from the Kruskal-Wallis test from selected elements from the
GKIDS section of reading. Nine of the 12 variables who did attend pre-kindergarten
scored lower than those who did not attend. After the result contradicted the expectations
of the researcher, an exploratory analysis was conducted.
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Table 9
Summary of Kruskal-Wallis Results From Selected Elements (Pre-Kindergarten Status)

Did attend
n

Mean
response
(n = 207)

Mean
rank

Did not
attend
n

Mean rank

p

MCP

146

15.1845

98.34

61

117.56

.035*

PCP

146

19.9633

99.39

61

115.03

.044*

MPA

146

10.6534

95.32

61

123.57

.002*

PPA

146

15.5628

106.03

61

99.14

.387

MP

146

9.2367

101.00

61

11.18

.263

PP

146

16.0507

107.25

61

96.23

.196

MRF

146

3.4324

98.21

61

102.94

.026*

PRF

146

7.2367

117.87

61

106.53

.691

MV

146

4.7585

96.6

61

121.58

.005*

PV

146

7.2488

103.46

61

105.30

.829

MRC

146

13.2792

97.71

61

119.06

.018*

PRC

146

20.5749

101.81

61

109.25

.404

Element

*p < .05

In order to determine whether the unexpected differences between students who did and
did not attend pre-k (with students not attending pre-k scoring higher on many of the time
1 test components), a two-way chi-square was conducted to determine pre-kindergarten
attendees differed from non pre-kindergarten attendees on free lunch status (a common
proxy for SES).
The two-way chi-square analyses revealed that students who attended pre-k were
also more likely to receive free or reduced lunch (89%) compared to student who did not
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attend pre-kindergarten (72.1%), chi-square (1) = 9.045, p < .01. Therefore, students
attending pre-kindergarten were, likely, from a lower SES than students on average
compared to students not attending pre-kindergarten.
Although sample sizes were small and normality was violated (which usually
results in a conservative test), a three-way mixed model ANOVA, with time as a repeated
measures variable, pre-k status and free lunch status as between groups variables, was
computed to follow-up on the significant chi-square result. A three way interaction was
revealed only for the CP variable, F (1,185) = 5.50, p < .05. The three-way interaction is
graphed in the figure. As can be seen in the figure, students who attended prekindergarten scored lower at time 1 and time 2 for this variable and this was true for
students on free and reduced lunch and those whose families pay full price for their
lunches. Here are a few reasons why the data may have revealed unexpected results:
1. School administration, teachers, and instruction foster resiliency in students by
building on their strengths.
2. Administrators provide leadership in managing change to improve learning for
all students.
3. Administrators and teachers are committed to continued professional
development to improve teaching and learning for all students.
4. Teachers believe all students can succeed. They communicate this belief to
their students.
Research Question 2-Based on Pre-Kindergarten lunch status
Are there differences between GKIDS ratings at mid-year versus end of the year
that depend on whether students receive free/reduced or full paid lunch?
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Students on free or reduced lunch

Students who paid full price lunch

Figure 1. Pre-kindergarten lunch status.
Concept About Print
For the question of Mid-year Concept About Print (MCP) and Post-year Concept
About Print (PCP), the data revealed mean ranks of 103.58 for students who did receive
free/reduced lunch and those who paid full was 103.09. The Post-year Concept About
Print, revealed mean ranks of 101.95 for students who did receive free/reduced lunch and
those who paid full was 111.62. There was no significant difference between students
who did receive free/reduced lunch and those who paid full was based on MCP- df(1) =
.966, p >.05 and PCP-df(1) = .315, p >.05. Therefore, one cannot reject the alternative
and accept the null for MCP and PCP.
Phonological Awareness
For the question of Mid-year Phonological Awareness (MPA) and post-year
Phonological Awareness (PPA), the data revealed mean ranks of 101.77 for students who
did receive free/reduced lunch and those who paid full was 112.58. The PPA, revealed
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mean ranks of 102.48 for students who did receive free/reduced lunch and those who paid
full was 108.83. There was no significant difference between students who did receive
free/reduced lunch and those who paid full was based on MPA- df(1) = .336, p >.05. For
PPA, df(1) = .521, p > .05.
Phonics
For the question of Mid-year Phonics (MP) and post-year Phonics (PP), the data
revealed mean ranks of 103.75 for students who did receive free/reduced lunch and those
who paid full was 102.17. The Post-year, revealed mean ranks of 101.16 for students
who did receive free/reduced lunch and those who paid full was 115.76. There was no
significant difference between students who did receive free/reduced lunch and those
who paid full price was based on MP- df(1) = .888, p > .05. For PP, df(1) = .168, p > .05.
Therefore, one cannot reject the alternative but accept the null for MP and PP.
Reading Fluency
For the question of Mid-year Reading Fluency (MRF) and post-year Reading
Fluency (PRF), the data revealed mean ranks of 104.65 for students who did receive
free/reduced lunch and those who paid full was 97.47. The Post-year, revealed mean
ranks of 100.28 for students did receive free/reduced lunch and those who paid full was
120.38. There was no significant difference between students did receive free/reduced
lunch and those who paid full was based on MP- df(1) = .513, p > .05. For PP, df(1) =
.073, p > .05. Therefore, one cannot reject the alternative but can accept the null for
MRF and PRF.
Vocabulary
For the question of Mid-year Vocabulary (MV) and post-year Vocabulary (PV),
the data revealed mean ranks of 100.80 for students did receive free/reduced lunch and
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those who paid full was 117.64. The Post-year, revealed mean ranks of 100.07 for
students who did receive free/reduced lunch and those who paid full was 121.47. There
was a significant difference between students did receive free/reduced lunch and those
who paid full was based on MV- df(1) = .124, p > .05. For PV, df(1) = .043, p < .05.
Therefore, one cannot reject the alternative hypothesis and accept the null for MV, but
can reject the null and accept the alternative for PV.
Reading Comprehension
For the question of Mid-year Reading Comprehension (MRC) and post-year
(PRC), Reading Comprehension data revealed mean ranks of 102.52 for students who
did receive free/reduced lunch and those who paid full was 108.62. The Post-year,
revealed mean ranks of 100.49 for students did receive free/reduced lunch and those who
paid full was 119.26. There is no significant difference between students did receive
free/reduced lunch and those who paid full was based on MRC- df(1) = .587, p > .05.
For PRC, df(1) = .090, p >.05. Therefore, one cannot reject the alternative but can
accept the null for MRC and PRC. Table 10 illustrates a summary of the results from the
Kruskal-Wallis test from selected elements from the GKIDS section of reading.
The study provided supplemental data that examined the teachers‘ best practices
of teaching from the Measures of Instructional Best Practices Instrument (MBPI) for the
four Title I elementary schools and was completed by school administrators. This
instrument contains 14 questions with a 4-point Likert scale (1-Not Seen to 4-Strongly
Evident). For each teacher response, the responses were converted to a total average
score/scaled value. The assumption of normality was tested for the MIBP questions and
to be determined that normality was violated. The Kruskal-Wallis Test, which is a
nonparametric statistical analysis, was used to ascertain a statistically significance and the
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Table 10
Summary of Kruskal-Wallis Results From Selected Elements (School Lunch Status)

Element

Mean Free/reduce
response
lunch
(n = 207)
n
Mean rank

Did not
attend
n

MCP

15.1845

173

103.58

33

103.09

.315

PCP

19.9633

173

101.09

33

111.62

.966

MPA

10.6534

173

101.77

33

112.58

.336

PPA

15.5628

173

102.48

33

108.83

.521

MP

9.2367

173

103.75

33

102.17

.888

PP

16.0507

173

101.16

33

115.76

.168

MRF

3.4324

173

104.65

33

97.47

.513

PRF

7.2367

173

100.28

33

102.38

.073

MV

4.7585

173

100.80

33

117.64

.124

PV

7.2488

173

100.07

33

121.47

.043*

MRC

13.2792

173

102.52

33

108.62

.587

PRC

20.5749

173

100.49

33

119.26

.090

Mean rank

p

*p < .05

ranking of the means. Results revealed there were statistically significant differences
among the average mean scores of the instructional best practice responses between the
four elementary schools. According to the MIPB mean scores for schools A and B, the
results showed teachers were strongly supporting the use of best practices more so than
for schools C and D.
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Summary
This chapter provided a description of the samples by school, including school
lunch status, pre-kindergarten status, gender, and ethnicity. An alternative analysis, the
Kruskal-Wallis test, a nonparametric analysis, was used because of violation of normality
among the teacher‘s responses for mid-year and post year. Two hypothesis statements
were tested using the Kruskal-Wallis test to determine if there were any significant
differences of the mid-year and post year based on pre-kindergarten status and school
lunch status. The research questions in the study will be answered in Chapter 5.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The primary purpose of this study was to determine if there was a difference
between preschool students who attended and those who did not attend preschool based
on the reading achievement of kindergarten students as measured by Georgia
Kindergarten Inventory of Development Skills (GKIDS). The schools in this study were
selected based on their similarities as Title I schools in the same school district. At each
elementary school, participating kindergarten‘s GKIDS assessments were observed and
analyzed. This study also determined if there was a statistically significant difference
between kindergarten students‘ reading and English language arts ratings and
free/reduced lunch or paid full price. This chapter provides a brief summary of the study,
discussion of the findings, conclusions, and future recommendations.
Summary of Procedures
The goal of this research was to study preschool attendance and the impact it has
on reading achievement of kindergarten students. The data for this study obtained from
207 GKIDS assessments completed by kindergarten teachers in one school district in the
southeastern region of the United States. Seventeen teachers from four elementary
schools participated in this research, which examined the outcome of students who
attended and did not attendance preschool based on reading achievement among
kindergarten students as measured by Georgia Kindergarten Inventory of Developing
Skills, reading and language arts ratings. In addition, the reading growth of kindergarten
students was examined based on free/reduce lunch or full price lunch.
The one-way ANOVA repeated measures were used to describe the teacher
ratings mean differences for the four elementary schools. The one-way ANOVA
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repeated measures over time was conducted to examine mid-year and post teacher ratings
using the same assessment with students at different times with using different
independent variables, GKIDS, free/reduced lunch and paid full amount.
Prior to the study, the researcher was allowed permission from the Chief
Academic Officer of Research and Accountability from the school district involved in the
study and The University of Southern Mississippi‘s Institutional Review Board (IRB)
(see Appendix F). In May of 2012, the participants completed GKIDS and a student
profile sheet on each Kindergarten student in their class from the 2011-2012 school year.
For this study, only the language arts and reading section of the inventory was collected.
Individual student identity remained anonymous; each GKIDS and student profile sheet
was coded with an identifying letter and number by the classroom teacher.
Summary of Findings
The first research question asked if a difference between the teachers mean ratings
of the Mid-year GKIDS and the teacher mean ratings for Post-GKIDS for kindergarten
students who did attend Preschool and did not attend Preschool.
The Mid-year mean ratings from the reading, English and Language Arts results
of GKIDS for kindergarten students who did attend preschool and did not attend
preschool were found to be consistent with previous studies in some areas, but not
statistically significant in others. The areas that had the greatest relationship with
teachers mean rating of the Mid-year GKIDS for kindergarten students who did attend
Preschool and did not attend Preschool were MCP (Mid-year Concepts About Print, PCP
(Post-year Concepts About Print), MPA (Mid-year Phonological Awareness), MRF
(Mid-year Reading Fluency), MV (Mid-year Vocabulary), and MRC (Mid-year Reading
Comprehension). The results of this study reveal that students who attended Preschool
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were performing at higher levels in some areas of the GKIDS. In contrast, the study
revealed that in some areas of the teacher ratings, students who attended preschool did
not perform any better than those who did not attend Preschool. Therefore, this research
has showed that Preschool attendance is associated with success in reading achievement
of kindergarten students. The results of this study support the need for preschool
programs so that children may enter school better prepared with the knowledge and skills
needed for academic success (Barnett et al. 2006). According to the National Center for
Education Statistics, most preschool programs vary from state to state, district to district,
and school to school. As a result of this study, educators may conclude that what
happens to prepare students for kindergarten can be influenced during the early years of
pre-kindergarten.
According to Zimmerman and Hutchins (2003), it was thought that once a child
learned to sound out words they could read. The truth is for students to be able to read,
they must be able to comprehend, decode letters, sound out word parts, and sentences
(Neuman et al. 2002; Zimmerman & Hutchins, 2003). According to McCrimmon (2003)
and Turner (2004), children must learn to process and understand the coded information
for it to make sense. Zimmerman and Hutchins also stated that research on reading
reveals new information regarding how children learn to read, as well as reasons that
make it difficult for some children to become proficient readers.
Marzan (2004) stated that, ―Children who grow up with financial resources have
many direct and indirect experiences that children who grow up in poverty don not have.
―By the time children of poverty enter school, they are at a significant disadvantage‖ (p.
11). According to Payne (2008), children from poverty come to school with challenging
circumstances that affect the skills needed to become successful students.
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The second research question of this study stated there was a difference in the
teacher mean ratings of GKIDS assessments for those students who were on free/reduced
lunch and paid full amount. The study found a statistically significant difference in one
element—(PV) Post-year Vocabulary of the reading and English and language arts
section of the t scores of GKIDS mean ratings This finding concurred with Payne (2008),
who indicated that children from poverty lack the enrich experiences and many other
developmental skills it takes to be academically successful in school. According to
Brooks (2012), students from disadvantaged homes have parents that are less likely to
read to them or participate in educational activities that develop early emergent reading
skills. These results do support the literature in that students from low-socioeconomic
backgrounds have a limited vocabulary in comparison to those children from an affluent
home environment. Students living in disadvantage homes often lack proper language,
dialects, and literacy skills as a result of parental language of families on government
assistance (Sobolak, 2011).
Although researchers identified reading and English language skills such as,
phonological awareness, reading fluency, vocabulary, phonics, and concepts about print
as skills that affect reading achievement levels among disadvantage children, this study
did find significant relationship with mid-year mean ratings and all of post-year mean
ratings except for post-year vocabulary from GKIDS test for those student who were on
free/reduced lunch and paid full amount. According to Ramey and Ramey (2004),
children from low socioeconomic families and under-educated parents lack readiness
skills and have greater academic gaps than that of children who come from a more
affluent background. Interestingly, the study did show that teachers mean ratings of
GKIDS testing elements had a significant difference on those students who were on
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free/reduced lunch and paid full amount. These results do support the literature in that
child from disadvantage homes and who attend preschool exhibit a greater academic
success (Burts et al., 1993; Frede et al., 1992).
Discussion
Currently, we can say confidently that in recent years our educational systems
have been more widely discussed than ever before. The emphasis on schools today is on
rigor and relevance to the curriculum, problem based learning, high-stakes standardized
testing, and now Race to the top the president‘s new an initiative. With these demands
facing schools and school districts across the nation, educational institutions are working
harder toward creating more innovative ways to improve teaching and learning. Today,
many schools offer early invention programs that will afford young children the
opportunity to develop the necessary skills and strategies needed in order to be
academically successful in school. Secretary of Education Duncan stated, if we get our
three, four, and five-year olds ready for kindergarten, many academic challenges will go
away (Conan, 2010). Research supported by Karoly and Kilburn (2005) stated, that the
benefits of early intervention programs provide children with the foundation that is
critical to achievement in school. Early intervention programs must provide various
approaches and strategies to enhance the development of young children. Research
published in the journal Child Development (2013), reports preschool education give
children an opportunity to develop both social and academic skills. It prepares students
in math, language, literacy, and behavior skills for kindergarten. Attending preschool
also has benefits for children to be ready for a classroom environment. ―Interestingly,
research shows that these skills—which reflect early brain development, the ability to
focus, and behavior—are critical to children‘s future success‖ (p. 9).
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The relationship between GKIDS and kindergarten students who did attend
Preschool and did not attend Preschool is supported in the research of Barnett (2010) who
stated that preschool is essential to the social, cognitive, and emotional development of
young learner in school. In one well-known study, High/Score Perry Preschool examined
the lives of more than 100 3- and 4-year-old children born in poverty. They were
randomly grouped based on students who participated in a preschool program and
students from the group who did not have preschool experience. The findings in that
study found that the group of students who attended preschool was more successful than
the group who did not attend preschool.
According to Melhuish et al. (2008), there is a correlation between poverty and
academic achievement. When children from homes where there are minimal resources,
less experiences and low family income enter school, they risk the opportunity of having
a successful schooling outcome (Melhuish et al., 2008). In the research findings, students
living in poverty had a significant difference on the reading and English and language art
elements of GKIDS.
The result in this study revealed that preschool attendance can make a difference
in the reading achievement of kindergarten students. Although socioeconomic status can
influence a student‘s academic performance in school, providing opportunities to develop
vital skills prior to school entry is imperative to success. In order for students to
accomplish academic achievement, schools must begin offering young children a variety
of effective skills and concepts at an early age (Ramey & Ramey, 2004).
Limitations
The following limitations may have affected the researcher‘s study. There are
limitations in generalizing the finding from this study to other school districts in the
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metropolitan areas throughout the state of Georgia and the nation. The study was limited
to five Title I school, one school declined to participate in the study. Lastly, the
participating schools are all transit. Families move in, out, and around the area often,
which results a classroom teacher not having the same group of students from the
beginning of school to the end. The researchers attempted to establish ‗clean research‘
with given school environment that is dictated by the socioeconomical area where the
schools are located.
Recommendations for Policy or Practices
Preschool attendance in this study was found to have a positive significant
relationship on reading achievement of kindergarten students and free/ reduce lunch
status. Based on my findings it is beneficial to attend an early education program to
ensure a positive educational outcome. For policymakers, this may advocate the need for
all 4-year-olds to attend preschool before entering Kindergarten. Also, to make sure that
all phases of reading are taught during the semester to ensure everyone is consistent with
the curriculum. There are situations that teachers cannot teach at a pace like some of
their colleagues because of the children‘s level of comprehension. There are many states
that believe in the benefits of the preschool and therefore, are willing to fund these
programs, employ highly educated staff, and paid teachers better (Barnett & Belfield,
2006).
The relationship between socioeconomic status and academic achievement was
negative. There is a direct correlation between low achievement and family income
(Payne, 2008). The findings reveal that children from at risk environments lack the
education of their more affluent peers.
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Recommendation for Future Research
Base on the findings from this study, I am making the following recommendation
for further research:
1. This study should be replicated to include kindergarten students from non-title
I schools in other areas of the same participating school district
2. This study should be replicated with a larger sample size
3. This study should be replicated by looking at students who only received free
or reduced lunch and attended preschool to determine if preschool has a statistically
significant effect on kindergarten achievement of student with common backgrounds
4. This study should be replicated by conducting a longitudinal study to
determine if preschool attendance has an effect on the reading achievement of students
through third grade or throughout their elementary school career and to include parent
involvement of each student.
Summary
Preschool can make a tremendous difference in the lives of young children as they
succeed academically throughout their K-12 schooling. Students who attend a preschool
program are usually more prepared for kindergarten than their peers who do not attend
preschool (Weiland & Yoshikawa, 2013). In this study, I examined if there was a
difference between teacher mean ratings of the mid-year and post-year GKIDS for
kindergarten students who did attend preschool and did not attend preschool and the
difference in the teacher mean ratings of GKIDS test for those students who did attend
preschool compared to the students who did not attend preschool based on students who
received free/reduced lunch and paid full amount. Based on my findings, preschool
attendance did not have the positive impact expected on the reading achievement of
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kindergarteners. These findings were not consisted with the research of (Barnett et al.
2006). Preschool attendance prior to kindergarten in this research did not prove to score
better on the GKIDS than those students who did not attend preschool. Yet, the study did
reveal that students who were classified as free/reduce verse full paid lunch base on
teacher mean ratings of GKIDS did score better academically.
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APPENDIX A
PRINCIPALS‘ PERMISSION TO SURVEY LETTER

Reisha McKinney
835 Marcus Nyah Court
College Park, Georgia 30349
April 6, 2012
Dear Principal ____________,
I am presently a doctoral student in Educational Leadership and Administration at the
University Of Southern Mississippi conducting research for my dissertation. Specifically, I am
studying the effects of preschool on the reading achievement among kindergarten students. I will
need to collect GKIDS data for the 2011/2012 academic year at your school and conduct a survey
with kindergarten teachers only.
Attached is the survey instrument that I plan to administer. I estimate that completion of
the instrument will take no more than 20 minutes. I have obtained approval from the Cobb
Central office but also seek your approval to administer the instrument to the teachers at your
school. In conducting my research, I can assure you complete anonymity to protect the
confidentiality of the teachers involved. The teacher‘s names will not be recorded nor the
instruments pre coded in any manner to be able to relate the results of any instrument to any
particular teacher. I understand the demands placed on your time and would be very grateful for
your support. I would be happy to meet with you at your convenience to discuss the research
project in more detail.
Thank you for your attention to my request, and I look forward to hearing from you soon.
If you have any questions, you can contact me at reishmc@comcast.org or 404-391-3930
Sincerely,
Reisha McKinney
Attch:
Measures of Instructional Best Practices Checklist
Demographic Questionnaire
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APPENDIX B
TEACHERS‘ SURVEY INSTRUCTIONS AND CONSENT FORM

Reisha McKinney
835 Marcus Nyah Court
College Park, Georgia 30349
404-391-3930
April 16, 2012
Dear Teacher,
I am presently a doctoral student in Educational Leadership and Administration at the
University Of Southern Mississippi conducting research for my dissertation.
Specifically, I am studying the effects of preschool on reading achievement among
kindergarten students. I will need to collect GKIDS data for the 2011/2012 academic year at your
school and conduct a survey with kindergarten teachers only.
I have obtained the Principal‘s approval to ask each of you to assist me by completing the
necessary documents. I am requesting that all kindergarten teachers provided me with a copy of
each child‘s GKIDS report to include only the English Language Arts/ Reading results. It is
imperative that each teacher remove their name, all students‘ names, and ID numbers from the
GKIDS student report and profile sheets, to ensure a fair study. There will be an envelope
provided where you can return the reports in the administrative office where I will retrieve them.
Please do not sign the envelopes or GKIDS reports to ensure confidentiality is maintained.
I realize the imposition on your time but I really need your help. The research study is a
partial fulfillment of my requirements for a doctoral degree and the instrument return rate is
crucial to the success of the research. Completion of the instruments is completely voluntary.
Please take the time to assist me.
Sincerely,
Reisha Mckinney
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My signature below indicates that I have read the information provided and have decided to participate in
the study titled The Effect of Preschool on Reading Achievement among Kindergarten
Students to be conducted at my school between the dates of May 11 and May 30. I understand that
my signature indicates that I have agreed to participate in this research project.

I understand the purpose of the research project will be to determine if there is a
difference between students who attend preschool and students who do not attend
preschool. This will also determine their reading success by the end of kindergarten as
measured by Georgia Kindergarten Inventory of Developing Skills (GKIDS). The
researcher will analyze the impact of other variables on the Reading Achievement of
kindergarten students. Also, the researcher will submit a list of participant names
where parents have agreed to have their child’s data included in the study and the
research will then work with the district office to obtain free and reduces lunch
data.
The Teacher will participate in the following manner:

1. Provide GKIDS scoring reports for school year (2011-2012).
2. Measures of Instructional Best Practice checklist conducted by administrator or
designee including teacher demographic data.
Potential benefits of the study are:

Teachers will have data on hand that will identify the reading achievement of Kindergarten
students moving into first grade.
I agree to the following conditions with the understanding that I can withdraw from the study at any time
should I choose to discontinue participation.


The identity of participants will be protected. (Describe how you will protect the identity of
participants.)
The data will be coded by school using Alphabets (School A, School B, etc.) and aggregated at
the school site to protect the identity of the teachers who will participate in the study. The
identity (names) of teachers will not be provided.



Information gathered during the course of the project will become part of the data analysis and
may contribute to published research reports and presentations.



There are no foreseeable inconveniences or risks involved to my participation in the study.



Participation in the study is voluntary and will not affect employment status or annual
evaluations. If I decide to withdraw permission after the study begins, I will notify the researcher
of my decision.



If further information is needed regarding the research study, I can contact the researcher:
Reisha McKinney: reishmc@comcast.net, or the Dissertation Chair, Rose McNeese, PhD:
rose.mcneese@usm.edu

Signature____________________________________________________________________________
Classroom Teacher
Date
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APPENDIX C
PARENT‘S CONSENT FORM

Parental Consent Form
My signature below indicates that I have read the information provided and have decided to
allow my child to participate in the study titled The Effect of Preschool on Reading
Achievement among Kindergarten Students to be conducted at my child’s school between the
dates of May 11 and May 30. I understand that the signature of the principal and classroom
teacher indicates they have agreed to participate in this research project.
I understand the purpose of the research project will to determine if there is a difference
between students who attend preschool and students who do not attend preschool. This will
also determine their reading success by the end of kindergarten as measured by Georgia
Kindergarten Inventory of Developing Skills (GKIDS). The researcher will analyze the impact of
other variables on the Reading Achievement of kindergarten students. Also, the researcher
will submit a list of participant names where parents have agreed to have their child’s data
included in the study and the research will then work with the district office to obtain free and
reduces lunch data.
The Teacher will participate in the following manner:
1. Provide GKIDS scoring reports for school year (2011-2012), including the student profile
sheet.
Potential benefits of the study are:
Teachers will have data on hand that will identify the reading achievement of Kindergarten
students moving into first grade.
I agree to the following conditions with the understanding that I can withdraw my child from the
study at any time should I choose to discontinue participation.






The identity of participants will be protected. (Describe how you will protect the
identity of participants.) The data will be coded by school using Alphabets (School A,
School B, etc.) and aggregated at the school site to protect the identity of the students
who will participate in the study. The identity (names) of students will not be
provided by the teacher. The student’s names will be deleted from any data collected
for this study. Teachers will be asked to code report using two criteria: (a) whether or
not the student attended preschool, (b) gender
(M-male or F-female), (c) ethnicity, and (d) free or reduce lunch.
Information gathered during the course of the project will become part of the data
analysis and may contribute to published research reports and presentations.
There are no foreseeable inconveniences or risks involved to my child participating in
the study.
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Participation in the study is voluntary and will not affect either student grades or
placement decisions, employment status of annual evaluations. If I decide to withdraw
permission after the study begins, I will notify the principal of my decision.

If further information is needed regarding the research study, I can contact Reisha McKinney:
reishmc@comcast.net, Rose McNeese, PhD: rose.mcneese@usm.edu
Signature ___________________________________________________________________________
Parent
Date

Signature____________________________________________________________________________
Classroom Teacher
Date
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APPENDIX D
MEASURES OF INSTRUCTIONAL BEST PRACTICES INSTRUMENT

Measures of Instructional Best Practices
Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements using
the scale provided
Rating Scale
Best Practice

1.

2.

Explicit and Systematic word
analysis instruction, including
phonics and phonemic
awareness
Assessment to inform
instruction

4
3
Strongly Fairly
Evident evident

2
Somew
hat
evident

1
Not
seen

Evidence
(What would the practice look like in the
classroom?)
Direct phonics instruction, word walls, word sorts,
making words, manipulative letters, picture clues,
songs, poems, rhymes.
Running records, portfolios, individual reading
inventory, learning logs, anecdotal notes, response
journals, rubrics
KWL, integrated thematic units, anticipation guides,
graphic organizers, journal reflections, mind maps

3.

Instructional planning to
create independence through
student owned strategies

4.

Collaboration and reflection

5.

Learning Standards

6.

Independent Reading

Time devoted daily to sustained silent reading,
books are available at a variety of reading levels, tae
home books, Reading Workshops

7.

Variety of Genres

Literature Circles, integrated thematic units, teacher
read alouds, dramas, books on tape

8.

Appropriate Instructional
levels

Available leveled books for student guided reading,
paired/ partner reading

9.

Reading for purpose

10.

Building Comprehension
Skills and Strategies

Literature circles, reader‘s Workshop, Junior Great
books, journal writing, reading strategies evident in
content area instruction
Mind maps, graphic organizers, summary/retelling,
question-Answer-Response (QAR), Socratic
questioning
Writing response to text, reciprocal teaching, SQ3R,
class newspaper, think alouds
Integrated thematic units, peer conferencing, research
projects, Author‘s Chair
Classroom libraries to include newspapers,
magazines, leveled books with at least 15 books per
student, displays of student work, environmental
print, resource books, staffed school library,
computers and software support reading program.
Guest readers, cross age reading, at – home reading
logs, business/community partnerships, family
reading night, tutors, mentors.

11.

Building Cognitive skills and
strategies
12. Integration
13.

Literacy Rich Environment

14.

School/ Family/Community
partnerships

Shared planning time, mentoring, grade level
meetings, multi grade articulation, school wide
reading plan
Effective and ongoing teacher in-service, standards
posted in the classrooms, students can articulate what
they are learning, curriculum and instruction
alignment to standards.
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APPENDIX E
KINDERGARTEN TEACHER DEMOGRAPHIC DATA SHEET
IMPORTANT:
Please DO NOT include your name or any information that will
identify you on this sheet. Only use the code number give to you by the researcher.
Directions:
1. Please check all the appropriate boxes that pertain to you.
2. Return this sheet to the researcher or return to the designated area as directed by
Building Administrator.
Gender:
 Male
 Female
Highest Degree Attained:
 Associates
 Bachelors
 Master‘s
 Doctorate
Years of Teaching ___________
Other Qualifications:
 Reading Certificate
 Reading Degree
 Reading Endorsement
 Continuous Learning Courses in Reading/How many hours________
 Reading Certificate
 No other Reading qualifications
 Other
(Specify) _________________________
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APPENDIX F
INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD APPORVAL LETTER

INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD
118 College Drive #5147 | Hattiesburg, MS 39406-0001
Phone: 601.266.6820 | Fax: 601.266.4377 | www.usm.edu/irb

NOTICE OF COMMITTEE ACTION
The project has been reviewed by The University of Southern Mississippi
Institutional Review Board in accordance with Federal Drug Administration
regulations (21 CFR 26, 111), Department of Health and Human Services (45 CFR
Part 46), and university guidelines to ensure adherence to the following criteria:












The risks to subjects are minimized.
The risks to subjects are reasonable in relation to the anticipated benefits.
The selection of subjects is equitable.
Informed consent is adequate and appropriately documented.
Where appropriate, the research plan makes adequate provisions for
monitoring the data collected to ensure the safety of the subjects.
Where appropriate, there are adequate provisions to protect the privacy of
subjects and to maintain the confidentiality of all data.
Appropriate additional safeguards have been included to protect vulnerable
subjects.
Any unanticipated, serious, or continuing problems encountered regarding
risks to subjects must be reported immediately, but not later than 10 days
following the event. This should be reported to the IRB Office via the
“Adverse Effect Report Form”.
If approved, the maximum period of approval is limited to twelve months.

Projects that exceed this period must submit an application for renewal or
continuation.
PROTOCOL NUMBER: 12050810
PROJECT TITLE: The Effect of Preschool on Reading Achievement
Among Kindergarten Students
PROJECT TYPE: Dissertation
RESEARCHER/S: Reisha M. McKinney
COLLEGE/DIVISION: College of Education & Psychology
DEPARTMENT: Educational Leaderhip & Counseling
FUNDING AGENCY: N/A
IRB COMMITTEE ACTION: Expedited Review Approval
PERIOD OF PROJECT APPROVAL: 05/16/2012 to 05/15/2013
Lawrence A. Hosman, Ph.D.
Institutional Review Board Chair
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